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114:  The numbering of Table 3.3-6 in section 3.3.4.5.2 has been changed to Table 3.3-14.  Also, see response to Comment 57-110.


115:  In the FEIS, the Flood Control Alternative was modeled using California intrastate transfers. See response to Comment 37-11 for additional discussion.  The difference in flows between historical conditions and surplus alternatives is minimal, and does not warrant the analysis proposed.






116:  Also, see response to Comment 57-108.




117:  Also, see response to Comment 57-110.


118:  Excess flows are expected to occur more frequently under the Flood Control Alternative than under the other alternatives.  Subject paragraph has been modified to reflect this.

119:  Also, see response to Comment 57-108.


120:  Section 3.16 contains a more detailed discussion of flows entering Mexico.



121:  Also, see response to Comment 57-108.

122:   Analyzed flows were actually zero.  The minimum 10 af/month (approximately 0.168 cfs) amount was added to keep the model and post-processing from yielding an error message if the algorithm or equation involved dividing by the river amount (i.e., you cannot divide by zero).  The note has been removed to avoid confusion.
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123:  The DEIS and FEIS identified specific resources that could potentially be impacted by the implementation of the proposed interim surplus criteria.  Additional explanation has been added to Section 3.3.and Section 3.4 with respect to the interpretation of the figures in these sections and the meaning of the analysis results.  Sections presented in the FEIS adequately describe these resources; associated analyses adequately address the potential impacts.


124a:  Reclamation does not agree with this comment.  The baseline alternative approximated the expected conditions without the project (interim surplus criteria).  The potential impact that may result from the proposed interim surplus criteria can only be attributed to the difference in conditions between the baseline and the respective surplus alternative. 

124b:  The state of Arizona is the only Lower Basin state that has apportionment water that is currently not covered by a service contract.  However, the exact amount is currently under dispute.  

125:  Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4 depict the respective state/basin's projected Colorado River water demand schedules under normal, surplus and shortage conditions.

126:  Additional language has been added to the seventh paragraph of Section 3.4.3.2.

127:  The discussion centers on the full surplus schedule, not the amount over the normal schedule.  The 1st level shortage schedule for Arizona has nothing to do with the probability of shortages.  It is derived by subtracting the amount CAP would be shorted under a level 1 shortage form 2.8 maf.

128:  Comment noted; the paragraph has been restated.

129:  Comment noted; the paragraph has been restated.  Surplus criteria were developed to cover a wider range of hydrologic conditions than those between 1996 and 2000.  Also, surplus conditions will benefit all Lower Basin States, not just the Metropolitan Water District.

130:  Please see Section 1.1.3 for a description of the purpose and need for this action.




